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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The indicated allowability of claims 4 - 7, 14 - 1 7, 20 - 23 and 26 is withdrawn in 
view of the more carefully reviewing the Smolenski (US 6,058,140) and Iwasaki et al 
(US 5,892,550) patent. Therefore, the previous rejection (mailed 12/05/2005) is 
withdrawn. 

c 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which fomis the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1 - 2, 4 - 7, 9, 1 1 - 12, 14 - 25 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Smolenski (US 6,058,140). 

Regarding claims 1 and 24, Smolenski '140 teaches, a method and apparatus for 
identifying repeated fields in a video sequence, (i.e. fig. 7, abstract, col. 5, lines 24 - 30), 
and determining a first set and a second set and a third set of motion vectors from fields 
of same polarity in first, second and third Input video frames of video sequence, the 
frames comprising first and second fields (figs. 4a - 4b and fig. 7, motion estimation unit 
605, col. 3, lines 7-9, col. 4, lines 49 - 52 "each interlaced frame includes odd and 
even fields" and lines 65 - col. 4, lines 33, that determines a set of field MVs, Note that, 
input video frames are in sequence (therefore, it covers first, second and third video 
frames) and identifying a repeated field by comparing the sets of the MVs to a first 
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threshold (fig. 6, 605, col. 3, lines 7 - 9 a frame have an even field and an odd field and 
comparison, unit 605 between the frames (interlaced frames, which includes two fields) 
is done, as noted in, col. 3, lines 12-25, also col. 4, lines 1 - 18 and lines 40 - 51), and 
sums of magnitudes of MVs in two sets (col. 4, lines 26 - 38) note; comparison of the 
sets of MVs between the fields of the frames, includes the third set of MVs, since the 
comparison is between the video frames, and the input video frames are in sequence. 

Smolenski '140 reference teaches comparison of the MVs with threshold as 
discussed in the above. But is silence in regards to explicit of the comparison of the 
"ratio" of the MVs. 

However, examiner takes Official Notice to note that, the MV,s as shown in figs. 
4A - 4B are the same, therefore the ratioj^ would be one, which meets the limitations as 
claimed. 

Regarding claim 2 and 25, Smolenski '140 teaches, "first set of motion vectors is 
between the first field of the first frame and the first field of the second frame and the 
second set of motion vectors is between the second field of the first frame and the 
second field of the second frame" (video frames comprises of two video fields, and the 
motion vectors are between the video fields, of the first field of the first frame and the 
first field of the second frame and so on, col. 3, lines 7 - col. 4, lines 33 of Smolenski). 

Regarding claims 4-5, the limitations "comparing a first ratio of the first set of 
MVs and the second set of MVs to the first threshold, comparing a second ratio of the 
first set of MVs and the third set of MVs to the first threshold and identifying a repeated 
field if the first and the second ratio are less than the threshold" as claimed, Is actually 
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comparison of the ratio of MVs to tlie tlireshold to determine the repeated field, which 
have been analyzed and rejected with respect to claim 1 above. 

Regarding claim 6, the limitations claimed are substantially similar to claim 1 , 
therefore the ground for rejecting claim 1 also applies here. 

Regarding claim 7, the limitations claimed are substantially similar to claim 5, 
therefore the ground for rejecting claim 5 also applies here. 

Regarding claim 9, Smolenski '140 is silence in regards to, replacing the 
repeated field with a reference to a field from which the repeated field is repeated. 

Examiner takes Official Notice to note that, the above claim limitations consider 
as "indirect addressing", which is well known in the prior art of the record. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to 
implement such teaching to identify duplicate field. 

Regarding claim 1 1 , the limitations claimed have been analyzed and rejected 
with respect to claims 1 and 24. 

Regarding claims 12 and 19, the limitations claimed have been analyzed and 
rejected with respect to claim 9 above. 1 and 24. 

Regarding claim 14, the limitations, wherein the first set of MVs is between the 
first field of the first frame and the first field of the second frame, and the third set of 
MVs is between the first field of the second frame and the first field of the third frame, as 
claimed would have been obvious over the teaching of Smolenski. 

Regarding claims 15 - 17, the limitations claimed are substantially similar to 
claims 5 and 14, therefore the ground for rejecting claims 5 and 14 also applies here. 
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Regarding claims 18 and 20, the limitations claimed, are computer program 
instructions of claim 1 , wherein, when executed by a processor cause the processor to 
perform method of claim 1 . therefore the ground for rejecting claim 1 also applies here. 
Since 3:2 pull-down process illustrated in fig. 7 of Smolenski, is computer implemented 
and the software or programs to carry out the instructions would have been 
necessitated by the system. 

Regarding claims 21 - 23, the limitations claimed, are computer program 
instructions of claims 5 and 16, wherein, when executed by a processor cause the 
processor to carry out the process, therefore the ground for rejecting claim 5 also 
applies here. Since 3:2 pull-down process illustrated in fig. 7 of Smolenski, is computer 
implemented and the software or programs to carry out the instructions would have 
been necessitated by the system. 

Regarding claim 27, the limitations claimed have been analyzed and rejected 
with respect to claims 9 and 10 above. 

4. Claims 8, 10 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Smolenski '140 in view of Rao et al (US 6,041,142). 

Regarding claim 8, Smolenski '140 teaches, identifying repeated fields in a video 
sequence and detemiining set of motion vectors from input video frames, as discussed 
with respect to claim 1 . 

Smolenski '140 is silence in regards to; threshold is a heuristically determined 

value. 
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However, such features are well known and used in the prior art of the record as 
evidenced by Rao '142 (i.e. figs. 8b - 8c, col. 8, lines 1-11), wherein teaches heuristic 
threshold value based on the desired condition. 

Taking the combined teaching of Smolensk! '140 and Rao '142 as a whole, it 
would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention was made 
to modify the thresholding process of Smolenski with a heurlstically determined value 
threshold as taught by Rao '142, for identifying a repeated field more accurately based 
on the desired condition. 

Regarding claim 10, combination of Smolenski '140 and Rao '142 teach, 
averaging the repeated field, (i.e. col. 64, lines 61 - 66 of Rao). 

Regarding claim 13, the limitations claimed have been analyzed and rejected 
with respect to claim 10. 

Contact 

5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Behrooz Senfi whose telephone number is 
(571) 272-7339. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mehrdad Dastouri can be reached on (571) 272-7418. 

Hand-delivered responses should be brought to Randolph Building, 401 Dulany 
Street, Alexandria, Va. 22314. 
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Any inquiry of a general nature or relative to the status of the application or 
proceeding should be directed to the Technology Center 2600 Customer Service Office 
whose telephone number is (571) 272-6000, 
Or faxed to: 

(571)273-8300 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status infomriation for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
infomriation for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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